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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Claims Status 

1 . Claims 1 , 2, 5 - 7, 10, and 18 - 27 remain in tlie application and are subject to 
a final rejection. 

Specification 

2. The Examiner has maintained an objection to the specification under 36 
U.S.C. 132(a). 

3. The Assignee has deleted paragraph 19.5 and added paragraph 19.6. 
Paragraph 19.6 comprises text copied from the specification as filed, and 
specifically from paragraph "032". Because figure 6 comprises the substance 
and content of the text copied from paragraph "03Z. it is not new matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §112- 2nd Paragraph 

4. The Examiner alleges at page 2-3 of the Office Action that claims 1-2, 5-7, 10, 
and 18-27 are indefinite under 35 U.S.C §1 12 second paragraph for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. The Assignee disagrees. 

5. The composition that Assignee intends to claim is specified by the claims. 
Particularly, a croton species extract having reduced absorbency at 414 nm 
(and as more thoroughly specified by the claims). Thus, a person of ordinary 
skill in the art could determine that an infringing composition comprises a 
croton species extract with reduced absorbency characteristics relative to the 
unextracted croton species latex or plant material. 

6. The Assignee also reserves the right to argue that the rejection is legally 
insufficient. The rejection merely recites characteristics of the claim and 
concludes that the claims are indefinite. It follows that the rejection is arbitrary 
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and fails to state a prima facie case under 35 USC § 112. Of course, the 
Applicant also reserves the right to present further argument if the rejection is 
explained. 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 U.S.C. §112- 1st Paragraph 

7. The Examiner alleges at page 2-3 of the Office Action that claims 1-2, 5-7, 10, 
and 18-27 are indefinite under 35 U.S.C §112, first paragraph. The Examiner 
appears to be arguing that the Applicant has not adequately enabled the 
subject matter of the claims. The Assignee again, disagrees. 

8. The Assignee has enabled the subject matter of the claims. See Lockwood v. 
American Airlines, Inc., 107 F.Sd 1565 (Fed. Cir. 1997). The claims describe 
the limits of the subject matter by describing the composition (i.e. extract of 
Croton latex or plant material) and the properties of the composition (i.e. 
reduced absorbency characteristics relative to the unextracted Croton latex or 
plant material). Moreover, if one of ordinary skill in the art were to practice 
the extraction method of the specification, a Croton extract having the claimed 
properties would result - the essence of enablement. Finally, the Examiner's 
speculative assertions regarding "potentially hundreds of types of extract 
which could be obtained from Croton species to obtain this absorbency" is 
insufficient to support a prima facie case under 35 USC § 1 12. 

9. The Assignee requests withdrawal of the rejection. 



Conclusion 

lO.The Assignee believes it has responded to all the issues raised by the 
Examiner's Office Action and requests reconsideration of the claims. 
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